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Abstract : Brand equity delivers product quality information of producers to consumers, reduces consumers’ perceived
risks and information search costs, increases consumers’ perceived quality and expected utility, becomes a bridge
between consumers’ premium payment and producers’ high-quality production, and helps family farmers to improve
business performance. Applying the signal theory and the utility theory and based on the family farm operation
monitoring data of Jiangsu Province in 2018, this paper empirically analyzed the status of family farm brand asset
utilization, operation and development, and explored the impacts of brand assets on family farm business performance.
Results showed that 56.1% of the family farms had brand equity and the performance of family farms with brand equity
was higher than that of family farms without brand equity. Among them, those with registered private brands had the
highest business performance. Brand equity can significantly promote the performance of family farms. When further
dividing brand equity into private brand and public brand, this research finds that private brand can promote family farm
performance, while public brand cannot play its role in a clearly transmitting production quality information. Therefore,
the government should actively guide family farms to build brand assets of agriculture, encourage qualified family farms

to develop private brands, improve the access threshold of public brands, and strengthen brand governance.
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Fig.1 Mechanism diagram of agricultural brand equity on the performance of family farms
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Table 1 Variable selection and description

As A A b 2 A E X ¥iE FrifE2E
Bl R i LEHHL FIERGFEFE (776) 26.743 19.598
wm RO =0 & =1 0.561 0.497
flfReAE ALAT i AR A A A =0 5 & =1 0.414 0.493
N Bl TR INE A =0 ; 2 =1 0.390 0.488
RIS R EAE (%) 49.323 9.076
SCAbFERE INERVIE =15 ¥ =2 mh =3 5 Kk =4 5 K2 E =5 2.941 1.005
LIS ZY AR A ] 4R 16.628 2.733
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95 8 NBL FEE AT g mssh 4 () 5.618 4.280
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Table 2 Performance difference of different types of family
farms ( 10 000 yuan )
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Table 3 Basic regression results
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Table 4 Balance test of the PSM model

2151 VERE 5% Pseudo R’ LR chi2 P PiEm2E (%) PR (%)
VL iy 0.149 76.45 0.000 22.0 15.5
BEA AT 4BIC i 0.017 0.948 7.6 6.4
AT b A AU 0.013 0.988 6.5 43
2pARPTR 0.011 0.968 6.7 3.7
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Table S Regression results based on propensity score matching method
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